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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office action is responsive to the Request for Continued Examination (RCE) filed 
under 37 CFR § 1 .53(d) for the instant application on 5/22/2006. The AppUcants have properly 
set forth the RCE, which has been entered into the application, and an examination on the merits 
follows herewith. 

Response to Arguments 

The Examiner acknowledges the Applicant's cancellation of claims 2, 7-9, 13-14, 16-18, 
22-24, 28-29, 31-33, 37-39, and 43-44, the Applicant's amendments to claims 1, 3-5, 10-12, 15, 
25-27, 30, 34, and 40-42, and the Applicant's addition of new claims 45-54. In light of the 
Applicant's amendments, the objecfions presented in the previous Office Acton to claims 1,10, 
25, 26, and 30 are withdrawn, and the 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, rejections presented in 
the previous Office Action for claims 10 and 25 are withdrawn. 

Regarding the pending claims, the Applicants argue that WML ("Wireless Applicafion 
Protocol Wireless Markup Language Specification," April 10, 1998), described in the previous 
Office Action, fails to teach or suggest an instantiation of a user interface corresponding to a 
multidimensional display state, the instanfiation defined by two or more display state definitions. 
In response, the Examiner presents the U.S. Patent of Cook (U.S. Patent No. 6,178,432), which 
was originally presented in a previous Office Action, and which teaches such an instantiation 
corresponding to a multidimensional display state, as is shown below. The Applicant's 
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arguments have thus been considered, but are moot in view of the following new grounds of 
rejection. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
states and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 6, 10, 11, 15, 20, 21, 25, 26, 30, 35, 36, 40, 41, and 45-54 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,178,432, which is attributed to 
Cook et al. (and hereafter referred to as "Cook"). In general, Cook discusses interactive web 
pages (see e.g. column 1, lines 5-9). Cooks notes that with conventional web pages design, it is 
not possible for the end user to change the appearance of a web page; instead the user is limited 
to selecting links which cause different web pages to be displayed (see e.g. column 1, lines 30- 
55). Cooks attempts to overcome this limitation via interactive web page "objects," which 
provide dynamic web-based user interfaces without the need to continually download web pages 
(see e.g. column 2, line 51 - column 14). 

Specifically regarding claims 1, 15, and 30, Cook discloses that each object may exist in 
one of a plurality of states, such as being in a visible state or in a hidden state; an object in a 
visible state is displayed, whereas an object in a hidden state is not (for example, see column 3, 
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lines 15-20). Upon retrieval of an web page comprised of such objects, the set of objects 
associated with the web page are downloaded from a remote server to a user's client computer, 
whereby each object is initially displayed according to its state, meaning it is either visible or 
hidden (for example, see column 10, lines 5-27). Cook further discloses that one or more 
"behaviors" may be associated with each object (see e.g. column 3, lines 27-38). A behavior 
defines a relationship between an event, an action, and a target object: in response to the event, 
the particular action is performed on the target object, thus changing the state of the target object 
(see column 3, lines 27-38). For example, Cook discloses that in response to the user selection 
of an object, a second object may become visible in the user interface (see column 4, line 39- 
column 5, line 11). Thus in response to the user interacting with a visible object, the client 
computer determines if any behaviors are associated with that object, and if so, uses these 
behaviors to ascertain which objects change state as a resuU of the user interaction (for example, 
see column 10, line 35 - column 11, line 40). By doing so, the client computer determines a new 
display state for the user interface in response to user interaction, the new display state defined 
by the state of each of the objects. Accordingly, an object's definition is considered a "display 
state definition" like claimed, because it defines the appearance of a portion (i.e. an object) of the 
interface, for a given display state of the interface. Moreover, because objects become visible or 
hidden in response to user interaction with other objects, a plurality of such objects define a 
plurality of instanfiations of the user interface for a plurality of display states of the user interface 
(see e.g. FIG. 3 A and FIG. 3B, and their associated description in column 7, line 21-9, line 1 1 : 
a plurality of objects are utilized to define a plurality of instantiations according to user 
interaction). Since two or more objects may be displayed in a single instanfiation of the user 
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interface (see e.g. FIG. 3 A, and its associated description in column 7, line 21 - column 9, line 
1 1), such an instantiation is considered "multidimensional," like claimed. Consequently, Cook 
teaches: receiving by a client device, from a remote server, a plurality of object definitions (i.e. 
display state definitions) defining a plurality of instantiations of a user interface of an application 
for a plurality of display states of the user interface, with at least one of the plurality of 
instantiations of the user interface corresponding to a multidimensional display state, the at least 
one instantiation defined by tv^o or more of the plurality of object definitions (for example, see 
column 10, lines 5-27); determining locally by the client device a current display state of the user 
interface (i.e. determining, in response to user interaction, the display states of each of the 
objects; see e.g. column 10, line 35 - column 11, line 40 ); and provisioning by the client device 
a current instanfiation of the user interface in accordance with one or more of the object 
definitions associated with the determined next display state (i.e. rendering each of the objects 
that are determined to be visible; see e.g. column 12, lines 7-44). Cook thus teaches a method 
like that of claim 1. As per claims 15 and 30, Cook discloses that this method may be 
implemented by a browser on the client computer (see e.g. column 6, lines 24-45), which as 
known in the art, is implemented via programming instructions. A client computer storing and 
executing the browser of Cook is thus considered an article of manufacture like described in 
claim 15, and a client device like that described in claim 30. 

Concerning claims 45, 47, and 51, an object displayed within an instantiation of a user 
interface is considered a "display cell" of the instantiation (see e.g. FIG. 3A). Accordingly, each 
display state definition (i.e. object definition) comprises a display cell definition, like claimed, 
which defines a display cell of a corresponding instantiation of the user interface. Cook 
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discloses that, in response to the user interacting with a visible object, the client computer 
determines if any behaviors are associated v^ith that object, and if so, uses these behaviors to 
ascertain which objects change state as a result of the user interaction (for example, see column 
10, line 35 - column 11, line 40). The client computer thus determines a current display state for 
the user interface, the new display state defined by the state of each of the objects. Cook 
discloses that, instead of searching each of the objects to determine if it changes state in response 
to the user interacting with a second object, the second object may define all of the behaviors 
which are associated with the state change of, i.e. user interaction with, the second object (see 
column 11, lines 21-40). In other words, Cook discloses that the second object may comprise a 
list of objects which change state in response to user interaction with the second object. Such a 
list of objects is considered a "state transition rule" like claimed, as it specifies a new display 
state of the user interface in the event of a user interacting v^th the second object. Accordingly, 
Cook further teaches determining a current display state of the user interface, locally by the 
client device, in accordance with a second display cell definition of a second of the display state 
definitions of the user interface for a second rendered display cell, i.e. object, of an immediately 
preceding instantiation of the user interface corresponding to an immediately preceding display 
state of the user interface, with which corresponding display cell a user interacted, the second 
display cell definition including a state transition rule specifying the current display state as the 
display state of the user interface in the event a user interacts with the corresponding second 
rendered display cell. 

As per claims 3, 48, and 52, an object displayed within an instantiation of a user interface 
is considered a "display cell" of the instantiation (see e.g. FIG. 3 A). Accordingly, each display 
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state definition (i.e. object definition) comprises a display cell definition, like claimed, which 
defines a display cell of a corresponding instantiation of the user interface. Cook thus teaches 
generating by the client device a first display cell (i.e. object) of the current instantiation of the 
user interface in accordance with a first display cell definition of one of the one or more display 
state definitions (i.e. object definitions) associated with the current display state. 

Concerning claims 4, 49, and 53, a current instantiation of the user interface of Cook may 
comprise multiple objects (see e.g, FIG. 3 A), which as described above, are each considered a 
display cell. Cook, that is, teaches generating by the client device a second display cell of the 
current instantiation of the user interface in accordance with a second of the one or more display 
cell definitions of the same or another of the one or more display state definitions (i.e. object 
definitions) associated with the current display state. 

As per claims 6, 20, and 35, a current instantiation of the user interface of Cook may 
comprise multiple objects (see e.g. FIG. 3 A). As described above, each object is associated with 
a distinct display state definition. Accordingly, the current instantiation of the user interface is 
considered "multidimensional," like claimed. 

Concerning claim 21, Cook teaches that the user interface provision fiinction is part of a 
browser, as is described above in the rejection for claims 1 and 15. 

Regarding claim 36, it is understood that the above-described method of Cook may be 
implemented on any type of client computer having a browser for receiving web pages and 
running java applets (for example, see column 6, lines 24-45). Consequently, it is understood 
that such a client computer may be a wireless telephone, a palm sized computer device, or a 
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notebook sized computing device, which are all well-known computers capable of having such a 
browser. 

As per claims 10, 25, and 40, Cook teaches, as described above in the rejection for claim 
1, provisioning locally by a client device a first instantiation of a user interface of an application 
for a current display state of the user interface in accordance with at least a first one of a plurality 
of display state definitions (i.e. object definitions) defining a plurality of instantiations of the user 
interface, including the first instantiation, for a plurality of display states of the user interface, 
including the first display state, with at least one of the plurality of instantiations of the user 
interface corresponding to a multidimensional display state, the at least one instantiation defined 
by two or more of the plurality of display state definitions. Cook fiirther teaches, like described 
above in the rejection for claim 45, that at least a first one of the plurality of display state 
definitions includes a display cell definition correspondingly defining a display cell (i.e. object) 
of the first instantiation of the user interface, with the display cell definition having a transition 
rule defining a next display state to transition to, when the content of the display cell is interacted 
with by a user. Moreover, for the reasons described above in claim 1, Cook teaches determining 
locally by the client device the display state of the user interface to be the next display state 
based on a user's interaction with the content of the display cell (i.e. object) of the first 
instantiation of the user interface, and in accordance with the corresponding display cell 
definition of the display cell; and provisioning by the client device the next instantiation of the 
user interface corresponding to the determined next display state of the user interface, in 
accordance with at least a second one of the plurality of display state definitions defining at least 
partially the next instantiation of the user interface. Cook thus teaches a method like that of 
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claim 10. As per claims 25 and 40, Cook discloses that this method may be implemented by a 
browser on the client computer (see e.g. column 6, lines 24-45), which as known in the art, is 
implemented via programming instructions. A client computer storing and executing the 
browser of Cook is thus considered an article of manufacture like described in claim 25, and a 
client device like described in claim 40. 

With respect to claims 1 1 and 26, Cook teaches, as described above in the rejections for 
claims 1 and 45, transmitting by a server to a remote client device, a plurality of object 
definitions (i.e. display state definitions) defining a plurality of instantiations of a user interface 
of an application for a plurality of display states of the user interface, with at least one of the 
plurality of instantiations of the user interface corresponding to a multidimensional display state, 
the at least one instantiation defined by two or more of the plurality of object definitions (for 
example, see column 10, lines 5-27). Moreover, Cook teaches that at least one of the plurality of 
object definitions including a display cell (i.e. object) definition, as is described above in the 
rejection for claim 45. Cook discloses that such display cell definifions specify the constituting 
contents for a corresponding display cell (i.e. object) of at least one of the plurality of 
instantiations of the user interface, whereby the server transmits to the remote client device, the 
constituting contents for the display cell for rendering an instantiation of the plurality of 
instantiations of the user interface on the remote client device in accordance with the display cell 
definition (see e.g. column 10, lines 5-27). Accordingly, Cook teaches a method like that of 
claim 1 1. As per claims 1 1 and 41, Cook discloses that such objects and their constituting 
contents are stored on, and transmitted from, a server (see e.g. column 6, lines 15-45). Such a 
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server used to implement the method of Cook is considered an "application server" like that 
described in claim 26, and a server like that described in claim 41 . 

As per claims 46, 50, and 54, Cook discloses that a display cell definition comprises a 
display state transition rule specifying a display state of the user interface to be transitioned to in 
the event of user interaction with the display cell, as is described above in the rejection for claim 
45. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5, 12, 19, 27, 34, and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the U.S. Patent of Cook, which is described above, and also over U.S. Patent 
No. 6,222,537, which is attributed to Smith et al. (and hereafter referred to as "Smith"). As 
shown above. Cook presents a method like that of claims 1 and 1 1, an article of manufacture like 
that of claim 15, a server like that of claims 26 and 41, and a client device like that of claim 30, 
whereby a client device provides an instantiation of a user interface in accordance with one or 
more object definitions, each definition corresponding to an object in the user interface. 
Similarly, and for the reasons described above. Cook is considered to teach a method, product, 
and client device for generating a first and second portion of a user interface, each portion being 
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in accordance with a display object definition for an object of the interface, and whereby the 
object definition specifies constituting contents for the display object. Cook, however, does not 
explicitly disclose that a portion of the user interface is generated with constituting contents 
inherited from a pseudo instantiation of the user interface, as is expressed in each of claims 5, 12, 
19, 27, 34, and 42. 

Like Cook, Smith presents user interface objects, referred to as "controls," which may be 
provided within web pages, and which may exist in one of a plurality of states (for example, see 
column 1, lines 50-62; and column 2, lines 32-45). Additionally like the objects of Cook, which 
are implemented via the Java programming language (for example, see column 6, lines 24-45 of 
Cook), the controls described by Smith are implemented via Java code (for example, see column 
8, lines 33-39 of Smith). Regarding the claimed invention, Smith discloses that each control may 
inherit properties from a pseudo control, namely a "Control" component (for example, see 
column 8, line 50 - column 9, line 20). Smith thus teaches inheriting properties based on a 
pseudo instantiation of the user interface. The benefits of inheritance are well knovm in the 
programming realm. 

Consequently, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Cook and Smith before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the 
objects of Cook such that they inherit constituting contents from a pseudo object, as taught by 
Smith. It would have been advantageous to one of ordinary skill to utilize this combination, 
because such pseudo objects reduce the amount of code required to be written for each object, as 
is demonstrated by Smith. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this conununication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Blaine Basom whose telephone number is (571) 272-4044. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, from 8:30 am to 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-4063. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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